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Adams; Prof. E. West. 
Call to order 
The meeting was called to order at 2:10 p.m. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that this was a special meeting of Senate to deal 
primarily with the question of "small units such as colleges". 


It was announced that Ms. Elizabeth Bolton, Faculty of Fine Arts, had been 
appointed as a student representative to Senate. 


Small Units such as "Colleges' 


With respect to the main item on the agenda, Dr. O'Brien explained that 
among the documents there were two reports before Senate. The first was 
the Report from the Senate Committee on Small Units such as "colleges" 
(DOC-US-78-2-D2) which would be presented by Dr. R. Wall. The 
second was the Report from the Priorities and Resource Allocation 
Committee (DOC-US-78-2-D3) which suggests a number of questions 
that were important in the decisions now before Senate. The Priorities 
and Resource Allocation Committee did not examine the propositions per 
se nor was it the Committee's responsibility to do so. Rather the 
Committee's responsibility was to consider the overall priorities of the 
University and it was in that context that the Committee has provided a 
number of questions involving certain issues which underlie these 
matters that the Committee felt Senate should be aware of in its 
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deliberations. He did not propose to have the Report from the Priorities 
and Resource Allocation Committee (DOC-US-78-2-D3) presented in 
detail but suggested rather that the questions that were involved may 
arise according to their own logic at various points in the discussion. 


He advised also that the various proposals were being presented to Senate 
by and through the Senate Committee on "Colleges" and should be dealt 
with in the context of the Committee's Report (DOC-US-78-2-D2) and 
the recommendations contained therein. 


78-2-3 IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WALL, SECONDED BY PROF. TITTLER, 
THAT SENATE RECEIVE THE REPORT FROM THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON 
"COLLEGES" (DOC-US-78-2-D2). 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


Institute for Women's Studies 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WALL, SECONDED BY PROF. WATERS, THAT 
SENATE APPROVE THE CREATION OF THE INSTITUTE FOR WOMEN'S 
STUDIES (DOC-US-78-2-D4), AS AMENDED BY THE REPORT FROM THE 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON "COLLEGES" (DOC-US-78-2-D2), AND 
RECOMMEND IT TO THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS FOR APPROVAL. 


Dr. Wall advised that while he had participated in the debates of several of 
the planning committees he did not pretend to know in detail every aspect 
of the various proposals now before Senate, and he requested permission 
therefore to be able to address questions that he did not feel adequate to 
answer to specific members of the planning committees who were present 
at the meeting. 


Dr. O'Brien proposed that Senate agree to Dr. Wall's request but he 
distinguished between answering questions and providing information as 
opposed to full participation in the debate of Senate on the issues. The 
debate and decisions were clearly the responsibility of Senate and it 
probably would be confusing if such a line were not drawn concerning 
interventions-from people in the audience. 


Dr. Wall advised that the proposals before Senate were for the creation of 
a Women's Institute, a Mature Students Centre, a College of Religious 
Studies2 and a Liberal Arts College. All but the last proposed to enroll 
students in the Fall 1978. Still under planning were ideas involving the 
creation of a School of Public Administration, a Centre for Cooperative 
Education and Work Studies, a Vocational Science proposal, and a proposal 
concerning Self-Directed Learning. 


He explained the Report from the Senate Committee on "colleges" 
(DOC-US-78-2-D2). He pointed out t ' hat some of the questions raised 
by the Report from the Committee on Priorities and Resource Allocation 
(DOC-US-78-2-D3) have been answered by the Report from the Senate 
Committee on "colleges" (DOC-US-78-2-D2) and some of the questions 
have been addressed in the dossiers themselves. However, there were two 
areas to which the Senate Committee on "colleges" did not address itself 
because the Committee felt they were beyond its mandate. One was the 
question of cost and the other was the question of space. 


With respect to the question of cost, Dr. Wall stated that it seemed 
nevertheless, that that issue should not be ignored because by so doing, we 
would be saying in effect that financial aspects do not affect academic 
programmes. He advised that he has presented a proposal to the Rector's 
Advisory Committee on Academic Administration, outlining the operating 
costs for each of the 11small units", indicating that each of the "units" 
would cost, on the average, sixty-eight thousand dollars in operating 
expenses. He argued that considering the recent statement by the Minister 
of Education concerning increased funding for Concordia, it seemed 
possible that the University would be in a position to finance new 
ventures without seriously affecting the ongoing programmes of the 
University. 


Also, if we maintain the status quo and do nothing, we could lose every bit 
of advantage that we might receive from new financing. If our student 
enrolment continued to decline we would end up where we were today even 
with better financing. That was, we must do something to attract new 
students to the University and the proposals now before Senate would do 
exactly that. 


With respect to capital costs, Dr. Wall advised that these would be in the 
neighbourhood of twenty-five thousand dollars for each "unit". Letters 
have already been sent to various foundations which have a record of 
supporting higher education in Canada, requesting that the proposals be 
considered for possible assistance. 


Dr. Wall advised that the question of space was in many ways a very 
difficult one to handle, particularly since the University at the moment 
was Clearly overcrowded. While it had been anticipated that the movement 
of the Fine Arts Faculty from the Hall Building would provide some space, 
it was now obvious that that would not happen in time to put these 
proposals into operation by the Fall. He advised that various locations on 
campus have been investigated and while he agreed that the University 
was overcrowded, nonetheless, if one looked hard enough there was space 
to be found, and there were places in the University which were not over 
utilized, which with some small expenditures could provide temporary 
quarters until such time as the Fine Arts Faculty has been relocated. The 


space that Dr. Wall was requesting for next year amounted to 8,910 
square feet which he felt was not an overwhelming amount of new space. 


Dr. Wall envisioned a fourth Division in the Faculty of Arts and Science 
which would be highly flexible, very creative and innovative, 
academically sound, human, and one which would respond to the needs of 
the community which we serve. 


It was wondered, supposing that the proposal for a Women's Institute 
were to be approved today, whether there was a particular plan of action 
conceived over the next six months. 


Dr. Wall advised that brochures have already been drawn up; that 
meetings have been held with the academic advisors in the CEGEP's; that 
dealings were currently underway with the Women's Studies coordinators 
in the CEGEP's throughout the Montreal area; and that the planning 
committee was prepared to attempt immediately to recruit students both 
through his office and the Liaison Office.' 


It was stated that some of the students who would be drawn to the Women's 
Institute would undoubtedly be from Faculties other than the Faculty of 
Arts and Science, and it was wondered what kinds of provisions have been 
made for relations between those other Faculties and the various "units". 


It was explained that full membership in "colleges" would be limited to 
students who were members of the Arts and Science Faculty. With respect 
to the Women's Institute, a Proviso has already been discussed by the 
planning committee for what would be regarded as associate membership 
for persons from other Faculties. Associate members would have none of 
the same course requirements as students entering the "college", but 
rather would benefit from the support structure for women in the 
Institute. 


Dr. Wall stated that his understanding of associate membership was that 
such members would not have to do the nine credits in Women's Studies 
required of Arts and Science students enrolled in the Institute. However, 
they would be free to participate in every other aspect of the Institute. 


It was further explained that the nine credit minimum requirement would 
allow students who were full members of the Institute to take only three 
credits per year. Also, there were quite a few Fine Arts students who were 
able to fit in, even up to the minor in Women's Studies. 


However, students in Science or Engineering have such structured 
programmes that they would probably have to take an overload if they 
chose to enroll in the Institute. The overload would only be a maximum of 


three credits per year which could be done in the simmer or by some 
other arrangement. 


It was pointed out that there appeared to be a conflict between the 
statement that the Institute would only be open to students in the Faculty 
of Arts and Science and the statement that the minimum requirement 
would simply be the nine credits, it being quite possible for students in 
Commerce or Engineering to be able to find the electives within the 
defined structure. It was wondered which of the two criteria the dossier 
was addressing itself to. 


Dr. Wall advised that the dossier was a proposal to establish a "unit" 
within the Arts and Science Faculty. It therefore seemed that students who 
were members of the Women's Institute would be in the Arts and Science 
Faculty. However, students who wished to participate in the activities of 
the Institute, or take courses in Women's Studies could come from any 
Faculty. 


He advised also that one problem that arose in the meetings of the Senate 
Committee on "Colleges" was that whenever something appeared to be a 
good idea, members from other Faculties said that their Faculty should 
also have that. While he agreed with that he emphasized that this was a 
constituent part of the Arts and Science Faculty, and what the Faculty was 
trying to establish was smaller units operating within the Arts and 
Science Faculty which has a particular problem that the other Faculties 
do not have. The problem was that the number of students in Arts and 
Science was so large that there was not the kind of personal contact in the 
existing programmes that they were trying to create. It was important 
that some sort of limit as to size must be established, otherwise the 
operation would be self defeating. 


Dr. Breen advised that he could not recall anywhere in the dossier where 
the distinction between full and associate members was mentioned and he 
felt that it was important that if Senate votes in favour of the proposal, it 
did not mean that we would be approving the concept of associate 
membership for students outside the Arts and Science Faculty. 


It was pointed out that it had not been envisioned that the enrolment in the 
Women's Institute, at least initially, would be limited to students from 
the Faculty of Arts and Science because at present, approximately 
one-sixth of the students in the Minor programme were from Fine Arts. It 
was proposed that at least initially, the Institute be allowed to be open and 
once the point was reached where it was felt that enrolment was too full, a 
decision could then be reached on how best to limit the size of the 
Institute, rather than stating now that the enrolment be limited only to 
the Faculty of Arts and Science. 


Dr. Wall advised that he could live with the distinction mentioned above, 
but as the person responsible for administering it he would be watching 
the size of any particular unit very carefully. 


With respect to the emphasis in the proposal for a Women's Institute on 
full participation of part-time faculty and staff, it was wondered whether 
it would be disastrous for the Institute if there simply were no funds 
available to keep part-time or fractional people on from year to year, and 
to what extent did the success of the Institute depend on being able to do 
that. 


Dr. Wall stated that it was his view that in order to be viable, each 
proposal would have to have a solid core of full-time faculty supporting 
it. He was convinced that each of the proposals in fact had a solid base of 
full-time faculty supporting it, including the proposal for a Women's 
Institute, even though that particular proposal provided for more 
part-time faculty than most of the others. 


With respect to the proposals in general, the feeling was expressed that 
there was a tacit assumption underlying one of the reasons for 
establishing "colleges": that the current level of enrolment 'was a good 
level to have and that "colleges" will help stave off a drop in the level of 
enrolment. It was suggested that perhaps we should look at it another way, 
that at last we have finally reached the stage where we would be free from 
the previous inflated levels of enrolment. 


It was also questioned how the success or failure of the "colleges" would be 
assessed; how were we going to know if the "college" system in fact was 
going to lead to more integration Of knowledge and if it was going to 
increase the level of personalization; and how were we going to measure 
the fact that the system did help to maintain the level of enrolment. In 
other words, how were we going to evaluate whether or not the "colleges" 
meet the goals that they purport to want to meet. 


Dr. Wall explained that there was a section in the Report from the Senate 
Committee on "colleges" (DOC-US-78-2-D2) that establishes a system 
for evaluating "colleges" modeled on the system used by the Board of 
Graduate Studies to evaluate its programmes. 


Insofar as measuring the effect on attracting new students was concerned, 
while it was difficult to make that kind of evaluation Dr. Wall was sure 
that the "unit" directors would survey their students at the beginning of 
every year because it would be quite important to them to find out 
whether or not the students came because the particular "unit" existed. 


With respect to enrolments, he stated that he would like to see a smaller 
University and if that could be achieved without the corresponding loss in 


Government grants, we would be living in the best of all possible worlds. 
However, the Government does not see it in those terms at all. If 
enrolments go down, Government grants go down, and if grants go down we 
eventually reach a critical mass where we would be unable to support the 
whole structure any longer. He argued that we must do everything we 
could to maintain our enrolments so that we may, in fact, take advantage 
of any new kind of funding that might be coming forward to the 
University. 


It was pointed out that reference was made in the documentation to 
extraordinarily high standards that the "colleges" were going to demand of 
their students and it was argued that there did not seem to be the 
possibility of compatibility between that and the necessity of having to 
accept large numbers of students in order to maintain the present level of 
grants from the Government which finances us on the basis of head count. 


Dr. Wall explained that the reference to extraordinarily.-high standards 
applied only to one of the proposals, which was the proposal for a Liberal 
Arts "college", and he viewed that as a potential attraction for students 
who normally would not come to Concordia. If we could establish some 
kind of structure that would be attractive to those students, that would be 
a net gain in numbers of students who would come to this University who 
were normally going to McGill or were leaving the Province. 


Concerning the proposed system for evaluating the performance of the 
"colleges", it was pointed out that it was not the Arts and Science Faculty 
Council that was establishing the "colleges", but rather it was the Senate 
And it was argued that it should therefore be the Senate itself that should 
decide whether the "colleges" were living up to expectations. Otherwise, 
the "college" proposals should be discussed by the Arts and Science 
Faculty Council first before coming to Senate, which was not being done. 


However, it was pointed out that the Arts and Science Faculty Council was 
an Interim Council and was not yet fully constituted. One reason why 
Senate was making these decisions was because the Arts and Science 
merger anticipated the creation of small units such as "colleges" which 
would then participate in the debate. It was also stressed that the 
"colleges" were undergraduate units within the Arts and Science Faculty 
and once the Council becomes a permanent Council, it should be able to 
make decisions concerning the operation of Arts and Science. 


The feeling was expressed that one could agree with the above statement 
provided that the Arts and Science Faculty Council was creating these 
"units" within the budget that it presently had. However, it was argued 
that extra resources were acquired in space and money which were 
outside the Faculty of Arts and Science, and since Senate was the body 
which was going to approve these units, it should also be given the 


opportunity to look at them again, particularly since extra resources 
were involved. 


With respect to enrolments, it was pointed out that that was the sum of a 
lot of very tricky elements. One would normally expect that the bulk of 
the full-time enrolments in the University would come from the 
C.E.G.E.P.'s since that was the normal progression within the Province, 
and the proportion of C.E.G.E.P. students that this University was getting 
was not as high as we would like it to be. There was also the question of 
foreign student enrolments which, because of recent legislation, were 
quite likely to decrease. 


Between the two there was another element, much of it formed of people 
from previous collegial programmes etc., which also may well diminish 
substantially in the near future. There was also the question of the role of 
C.E.G.E.P.'s in the area of mature student education and the effect of that on 
the enrolment in Concordia's Mature Student Programme. The point was 
that we should be considering having the necessary flexibility in all our 
offerings, both existing ones and whatever new ones we may develop, so 
that we can adjust and cater to other groups as they come along, because 
we cannot necessarily count on maintaining the traditional clientele that 
we have always had. 


It was stated that the beauty of the argument that "colleges" would bring 
students to Concordia who normally would not come was that there was no 
way to either prove or disprove that argument. It was suggested, in the 
case of the "Women's Institute" that possibly the students enroled in that 
"college" could pay for it in effect through their tuition and the grants 
received from Quebec, and if that equals the amount of money required to 
run a "college", then it could be run, otherwise it probably could not. 


Responding to a question concerning the average sixty-eight thousand 
dollar budget for the "colleges", Dr. Wall explained that there were 
monies already committed to ongoing programmes such as the Mature 
Students programme which had secretarial salaries already built into it, 
that there were stipends for directors of existing programmes such as 
Women's Studies, and that there were part-time budgets already allocated 
in the Arts and Science budget for courses in Women's Studies and in 
Interdisciplinary Studies. 


He further explained that the costs differ for each proposal depending on 
the goal or the aim of the particular proposal. These costs would include 
normal expenditures that would be included in any departmental budget 
for supplies, printing, secretarial salaries, and stipends for directors in 
line with department chairmen stipends. Also included would be costs for 
recruiting, admission, registration, library, food and vending machine 
maintenance. 


With respect to the statement on page 8 of the Report from the Senate 
Committee on "colleges" (DOC-US-78-2-D2) concerning space and 
location of the Women's Institute, Senate was advised that the Planning 
Committee was distressed with the wording used in the Report. It was 
suggested that it would be preferable to state that there would be two 
Centres, one on each campus, but not necessarily of the same size or 
scope. It was pointed out that the proposed clientele, which has been 
looked at carefully by the Planning Committee, would be very different on 
the two campuses; that resources presently exist on both campuses as a 
result of involvement in Women's Studies; that there were various 
women's centres and women's activities near the S.G.W. Campus; and on 
the Loyola Campus there were also communities for students including 
those in Health Education, Library Studies, and Biophysical Education, 
along with the availability of facilities through the Learning Development 
Offices and student residences. 


It was further pointed out that the number of faculty and staff involved in 
the various committees associated with the proposal for a Women's 
Institute were equally divided between the two campuses. 


The feeling was expressed that it was most difficult for individuals on 
Senate who were not participating in administrative decision making, to 
make informed decisions on issues that were as important and as 
far-reaching as those presently before Senate without a better idea of the 
operating and capital costs involved. It had been hoped that that 
information would have been included in the Report from the Priorities 
and Resource Allocation Committee (DOC-US-78-2-D3) and it was 
puzzling to find in the Report that "the Committee has not studied specific 
proposals nor does it consider that it is its responsibility to do so". One 
would have thought that the reason for having a Committee on Priorities 
and Resource Allocation was to study specific proposals, as substantive as 
those presently before Senate were, evaluate them, and then present their 
judgement to Senate on the feasibility of the proposals. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that while it was arguable whether or not such a 
question should go to the Priorities and Resource Allocation Committee, 
the real answer was that it would require another twelve months if 
propositions such as these were to be routed both via the Senate 
Committee on "colleges" and then by the Priorities and Resource 
Allocation Committee, for the kind of analysis that was being suggested. 
This was effectively eliminated as a practical possibility by the Senate 
decision last year that if at all possible, these "colleges" were to be 
implemented for September 1, 1978. There simply was no material on 
which a committee such as the Priorities and Resource Allocation 
Committee could conceivably have worked within the given time frame. 
Also, the figures given by Dr. Wall, which have only recently become 


available, could, if necessary, be put on paper in more detail and placed 
before Senate. 


More generally, with respect to the question as to how the various units 
would be financed, Dr. O'Brien advised bluntly that he did not think that 
anyone had an answer to that question. However, there were certain 
possibilities, probabilities and risks. 


If the words of the Minister of Education come to pass and we receive 
considerable amounts of additional money, and if the enrolment holds up, 
we would have a margin for maneuvering in which additional monies could 
be found to provide for the "colleges". 


If we do not get that money, or if we do not at least get enough of it, we 
will continue to run into the generally constrained conditions that we 
know, and there would be a financial compression on various parts of the 
University, including Arts and Science. To the extent that Arts and Science 
enrolments may be falling more than in other parts of the University, 
that compression was likely to take place somewhat more in Arts and 
Science than in other places. Part of that compression will be for the 
purpose of squeezing out some resources to be used for whatever has the 
highest priority in our needs. In those circumstances, some of the money 
that has been squeezed out of the total University and then fed back into 
the University, might be used for "colleges" as well as for other areas, 
depending on various pressures. In that context, it may be possible to 
finance the "colleges", but obviously in a more painful way than on the 
more optimistic hypothesis. 


The third possibility was that the financial base of the University 
becomes so constrained that we simply would be unable to do anything. Dr. 
O'Brien felt that that would not be the most likely thing to happen. Also, it 
would be a most disastrous thing to happen to any institution because 
while an institution may be able to subsist that way for-two or three 
years, inevitably those things which in the longer run would make the 
University worthwhile would be squeezed out, and an institution would not 
be able to survive for ten or twenty years on that basis. 


Precisely where over the spectrum of possibilities, Concordia really was 
going to be in the next six months, Dr. O'Brien stated that there was 
absolutely no one who could say at this particular point, and it was in that 
context that decisions would have to be taken. 


He emphasized that whatever may be passed by Senate concerning the 
establishment of "colleges" would end up going to the Board of Governors 
which would have to make the final decision, particularly with respect to 
the financial implications involved. 
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The feeling was expressed that in evaluating the various proposals for 
"colleges", it was very important to think in terms of what could be 
looked upon as the return ratio. That was, what was the particular 
"college" under consideration likely to take from the rest of the 

University in terms of space, personnel, and finances, and what was it 
likely to return to the University in terms of student enrolment, 

financial support and making the University a viable community. It was 
further stated that there was no proposal presently before Senate that was 
likely to produce nearly as high a ratio of return as the proposal for a 
Women's Institute essentially because women's studies has been one of the 
few new growth areas in North American universities over the past 
half-dozen years. Also, one could not find any other proposal that was 
likely to bring quite as much support from the community as the proposal 
for a Women's Institute would. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN AKIN, SECONDED BY DEAN FRENCH, THAT THE 
QUESTION BE PUT. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 
- THE MAIN MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


The following Senators asked that their abstentions be recorded: Prof. 
Bertrand; Prof. Crossman; Dean Swamy; Prof. Bordan; Rev. A. Graham. 
Ms. Brown; Mr. McCully; Mr. Hedmann; Mr. Robertson. 


It was wondered whether it would be in order to move a motion to the 
effect that the Centre for the Women's Institute exist on both campuses. 
Dr. O'Brien advised that that was not In order because the vote had already 
been taken and passed. However, it would have been in order if it had been 
made as an amendment to the motion. It was argued that the question 
should not have been called at this point because the debate was not over 
and in fact Senate had voted on nothing at all. We have now approved 
something to take to the Board of Governors without having answered or 
dealt with the important questions that the Board was going to ask, such as 
the one mentioned above, and it was wondered what was going through the 
minds of Senators in calling the question under those circumstances. 


Dr. Wall stated that the Senate Committee on "colleges" had some questions 
on priorities and had to make decisions concerning the very limited 
amount of space available to the University. The Committee has attempted 
to meet the needs of the Women's Institute by giving it a campus location 
and a resource centre. If it turns out that we have a little more space and 
there were hordes of students who need the facilities on the other campus, 
Dr. Wall was certain that his office would try to do everything possible to 
provide that necessary space. He did not think that that issue was as 
fundamental as was being suggested and given the circumstances, attempts 


78-2-6 


would be made to accommodate the needs of the particular "units" and in 
that sense, it was not an issue that required great debate. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that what existed was a resolution that recommends 
to the Board of Governors the establishment of the Women's Institute 
which the Board would end up taking into account in the context of other 
resolutions which were-obviously on the way and whatever other 
discussions may take place in Senate in the-interim. In that sense, the 
motion which was just passed by Senate was a valid one at this point, and 
it may be clarified in various ways by other motions later in Senate's 
debates. 


Centre for Mature Students 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WALL, SECONDED BY PROF. O'CONNOR, THAT 
SENATE APPROVE AND RECOMMEND TO THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS FOR 
ITS APPROVAL, THE CREATION OF THE CENTRE FOR MATURE STUDENTS 
(DOC-US-78-2-D6), AS AMENDED BY THE REPORT FROM THE SENATE 
COMMITTEE ON "COLLEGES" (DOC-US-78-2-D2). 


The feeling was expressed that the motion seemed to address itself to a 

real issue that has been discussed in the Faculty of Fine Arts over a period 
of time’. There were large numbers of " students coming to the University 
who were’ in the particular position described in document 

US-78-2-D6. Those students have need for a good deal of orientation, 
support of various kinds, and advice, that the University was having 
difficulty providing. However, it was felt that that was a question for the 
whole of the University and not just for Arts and Science, and the concern 
was that students who were returning to Concordia throughout the 
University be properly served. It was wondered whether we could not 
better serve the students of the University as a whole by in fact creating 
such a Centre as proposed in document US-78-2-D6, but by defining its 
relation to the University somewhat differently. It was further argued 
that all students in this category coming to Concordia need this kind of 
help and it did not seem to be so very difficult to imagine that help being 
given at a centre, appropriately staffed and using the resources across the 
University as a whole. While Dr. Wall agreed that what was being 
proposed in document US-78-2-D6 was something that was needed on a 
University-wide basis, he stressed that the great urgency was that it was 
needed immediately, particularly in the Faculty of Arts and Science, and if 
we wait until the rest of the University gets around to joining ina 
committee to establish a centre on a University-wide basis we will have 
lost a considerable amount of time and probably a considerable number of 
students who will have left because of the lack of the kind of advisory 
structure being proposed. He also agreed that the goals of the Faculties of 
Fine Arts, Commerce and Engineering should be the same as Arts and 
Science with respect to maintaining those students and helping them, and 


if the other Faculties were willing to move in that direction, he would be 
happy to have them join with Arts and Science to do that. In the meantime, 
the Faculty would like to be able to establish a liaison system, within its 
own structure, with the other Faculties in order to be able to refer those 
students in the Mature Student Centre who were not from Arts and Science 
to the appropriate people in the other Faculties. 


While in the long run this may very well become a University-wide 
structure he would not like to see the creation of the Centre delayed until 
such time as that might occur. 


It was again suggested that this should be a University-wide structure and 
also that it should come under the Office of the Dean of Students. 


Responding to a question concerning establishing priorities among the 
various proposals, Dr. O'Brien explained that the simplistic answer was 
that whatever advice the Board would get on that would tend to come from 
him as much as from any single or identifiable source. The advice that he 
had-on this comes from so many directions that it was difficult to list 
them very neatly. He stated that it was unfortunate but it was a fact that 
the budget process does not follow the kind of logical straight-line 
development that it well might, because we always lack the basic 
information on Government funding. If we knew a year in advance how 
much money the Government was going to provide us with, we could then 
assess our resources and our various needs and divide them up into 
priorities and lay out a neat budget plan. Unfortunately, we do not know 
that and therefore, any decisions which get taken are based on advice 
which itself may be subject to change a few months later when the budget 
is redone. 


At the point that he would have to make a statement to the Board on this, 
Dr. O'Brien advised that he would make it in the light of what he happens 
to know at that particular moment. The information that he would have 
would be whatever he might know by that time about government 
financing, along with information he would have by virtue of the 
continuing series of meetings with the Deans and Vice-Rectors, where a 
mixture of priorities and financial questions are discussed. He would also 
have the input from Senate discussions concerning curriculum changes 
that have already been approved, what their costs were and their relative 
importance, which, he emphasized, were in direct competition with the 
"colleges" for the money that we would have. In addition, he pointed out 
that by the time of the Board of Governors debate takes place, we will have 
had this plus another meeting of Senate, on the agenda of which was a 
student brief on the Library situation and undoubtedly he would have some 
reaction from Senate on the importance of Libraries as well as on the 
importance of "colleges". 


It was presumed that in voting for the various proposals, Senate was in no 
sense at this point establishing priorities. That was, we were not saying 
that we were placing a higher priority on the establishment of "colleges" 
in general, or on one "college" versus another, or on how the money was 
to be distributed for "colleges" in relation to putting extra money into 
Libraries, administration or other Faculties. In other words, this was 
simply an academic exercise in the sense that we were looking at the 
academic merits of these proposals. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that there was nothing to prevent Senate from taking 
priority positions and recommending them to the Board of Governors. 
However, he would interpret the resolution that has been passed, and the 
other resolutions that Senate would be voting on, which he presumed 
would be parallel to that, and the nature of the discussion, as leading to 
the result described above. These were in much the same position as the 
major curriculum matters voted on last Fall by Senate, which was saying 
in effect that it believed these things were important, that they were 
significant, and that they should be done. That was, every effort should be 
made to establish the "colleges" just as every effort should be made to 
establish the various curriculum changes which were voted upon. 
However, until or unless Senate lines up two, three, or four alternatives, 
and then votes among those alternatives in a way that says this was more 
important than that, the priority decisions would tend to be left in 
abeyance and therefore taken elsewhere. 


Dr. O'Brien's interpretation was that the sequence of resolutions now 
being voted on by Senate was not indicating any position on the relative 
priority of one "college" versus another, or of "colleges" as against other 
things, and if Senate wished to take a position on that it should complete 
the voting on this series of resolutions and then proceed to another kind of 
vote to establish priorities. 


Amendments to broaden the proposal to a University-wide operation were 
suggested to sections 3.1, and 4.1 a), and the last paragraph on page 19, 
which, as written in document US-78-2-D6, limited the Centre's 
operations, governance, and effects, to the Faculty of Arts and Science. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that it would be most difficult to make amendments to 
a document as lengthy as document US-78-2-D6 and at the same time be 
sure of what we were doing. What was at issue was, on the one hand, not to 
slow up a development in Arts and Science which could very well begin by 
next September, but at the same time to extend that operation to the rest 
of the University as soon as possible, and he felt that a general amendment 
to that effect would better serve our purposes in Senate. 


The mover and seconder of the motion agreed that the following statement 
be added to the main motion: 


- "AND THAT STEPS BE TAKEN AS RAPIDLY AS POSSIBLE TO CHANGE THE 
PROPOSED CENTRE FOR MATURE STUDENTS (DOC-US-78-2-D6) INTO A 
UNIVERSITY-WIDE OPERATION". 


Responding to a question concerning the teaching load of the various 
Fellows and administrators connected with the Centre for Nature 
Students, Dr. Wall explained that, where mention was made in the 
document to someone teaching one course, it meant one course in the 
"college" as part of their normal three-course teaching load within the 
Arts and Science Faculty. That was, one course would be in the "college" 
and two would be in the department. Also, the difference between Resident 
and Associate Fellows, basically had to do with space in that a Resident 
Fellow would have his office in the "college" while the Associate Fellow's 
office would remain in the department. 


Concern was voiced over the question of extra stipends for Fellows 
associated with the Centre as mentioned on page 19, and it was stated that 
it would be very difficult to define overload in this context, and even 
though it was presently defined as such and such, some people have more 
teaching responsibilities than others, including more students, and it was 
argued that it would unfair to put in the document that someone would get 
a stipend for teaching an extra course in the "college" while not providing 
a stipend for someone in a department who was doing exactly the same 
thing. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that he intended to propose to the Board of Governors 
that it be made clear that anything in these proposals touching on 
personnel practices would continue to operate in accordance with the 
existing rules and regulations of the University. 


It was argued that in approving these proposals, Senate was, in effect, 
establishing priorities because the money for "colleges" would be coming 
from the departments. Also, it was easy to say that if the "colleges" were 
not successful they could be dismantled in four years, because they do not 
yet exist. However, after being in place for four years, they will be just 
as difficult to "de-stabilize" as all the rest of the academic structures. It 
was further stated that the proposal for a Centre for Mature Students 
(DOC-US-78-2-D6) appeared to be a University project rather than 
just an Arts and Science project and it was argued that since Dr. Wall did 
not wish to table the proposal today, it should be rejected and consultation 
should begin between Dr. Wall, the Deans of the other Faculties, and 
people involved with Continuing Education, to develop a proposal for a 
University Centre for Mature Students which could be presented to Senate 
next year. 


It was explained that some of the proposals now before Senate were in 
their third or fourth drafting, after having been vetted by the Senate 
Committee on "colleges". The feeling of the Senate Committee was that 
these proposals have merit but in recommending them to Senate, the 
Committee was not recommending them in all their detail, particularly 
with respect to numbers of courses, etc., and all those things which one 
might consider as administrative business. The feeling was also expressed 
that the proposal for a Centre for Mature Students had considerable merit 
and we owe it to the initiative of those people who brought it to Senate to 
pass it today. If Senate, in its wisdom, decides to extend this idea at a later 
date, that would be fine, but that was not the mandate of either the Senate 
Committee or the planning committee. It was further argued that rather 
than being tabled, the proposal should be nurtured as much as possible, 
and it was suggested that the question be put so that Senate could proceed 
to discuss the other proposals on the agenda. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. O'CONNOR, SECONDED BY PROF. MOORE, THAT 
THE QUESTION BE CALLED. 


- THE MOTION WAS CARRIED - 


It was argued that Senate was faced with closure on debate for the second 
time today while the issues have not yet been debated. This has never 
happened at Senate before. 


It was suggested that the main motion be tabled for the next meeting. 
However, it was pointed out that technically a motion to call the question 
has been passed and a new motion to table would not take precedence over 
that. 


A recount of the vote on the motion to call the question was requested and 
- THE MOTION WAS NOT CARRIED - 


It was explained that in calling for the question, the intention had not been 
to close off debate. It was further suggested that there was a history to 
what we were discussing today, namely, that Senate, in its wisdom, 
mandated a Committee with relatively specific terms of reference, which 
was to consider the establishment of smaller units within the Faculty of 
Arts and Science. It was argued that the Senate Committee has done exactly 
that and if Senate wished to broaden the proposal now being considered to a 
University-wide operation, it should establish a different committee with 
different terms of reference. 


Dr. O'Brien expressed the feeling that Senate may be heading off ina 
direction that would not be particularly useful. He stated that he had not 
heard much criticism of the purpose of the proposal for a Centre for 


Mature Students in any of the discussion and he felt that the question of 
whether it should be in Arts and Science or a total University unit, has 
already been resolved by the inclusion into the main motion of the idea 
that since it started off this way, it should be implemented as an Arts and 
Science unit but as quickly as possible we move to make it a 
University-wide unit. 


He advised that interjections concerning details have been useful because 
they brought forward the information that the Senate Committee an 
"colleges" was not necessarily endorsing each and every comma and line in 
the documents now before Senate. Also, there was the question of whether 
these "units" would take resources away from something else. 


While the discussion could have taken place in various orders, Dr. 

O'Brien advised that if Senate was concerned about the resource 
implications of the various proposals, it would do better to finish passing 
whatever series of motions from Dr. Wall that it was going to pass, with 
the clear understanding that these were not statements of priority, and at 
a later stage debate the question of how many, if any, of the approved units 
should be implemented for next September. 


It was stated that while the proposal for a Centre for Mature Students was 
an excellent idea, it did not fit into the framework for small units that 
was approved by Senate last year. The suggestion that the proposal be 
broadened was not based on the desire of other components of the 
University to suddenly jump on the "college" bandwagon, because the 
proposal was not a "college" in the framework considered last year nor 
was it a "college" in the framework of the Senate debate today. It just 
happened to come that route because there was a vehicle for it. It also 
happened to be a good idea. 


It was further stated that what had been previously implemented within 
the S.G.W. Arts Faculty in the area of mature student guidance was not the 
result of a Senate decision, nor the result of an Arts Council resolution, 
but rather it was an administrative guidance mechanism established in a 
particular fashion to handle a given set of problems. In the same manner, 
it was felt that it was improper for Senate to deal with the proposal for a 
Centre for Mature Students, even though one would support it rather than 
have it set aside, because it was a good idea. 


Ms. Brown stated that the members of the Loyola Evening Students 
Association were strongly opposed to the proposal for a Centre for Mature 
Students which they felt would only lead to the alienation of mature 
students and she has been advised to vote against the proposal. 


Concern was expressed over the idea in the proposal 
(DOC-US-78-2-D6) that special sections of courses be mounted for 


mature students, which seemed to suggest a kind of segregation of mature 
students and a setting up of what would at least appear to be second class 
citizens in courses. 


Dr. Wall explained that the Report from the Senate Committee on Colleges 
(DOC-US-78-2-D2) clearly indicated that that was not the intention and 
that it was his understanding that the drafters of the proposal, in 
discussions that he has had with them, also agree that they would not be 
mounting special sections of courses in which mature students would be 
segregated. 


He also would like to understand why the L.E.S.A. was opposed to the 
proposal . Re was hearing of this opposition for the first time. He advised 
that he had asked for representatives from the L.E.S.A. to join the Mature 
Students Centre Committee on October 28, 1977, and he has never 
received a response from that organization. Also, when the L.E.S.A. did 
inform him, after the Committee for the Centre for Mature Students had 
completed its work, that they would like representation, he advised them 
that the Committee had completed its work and he asked them to send a 
draft of their position to the Senate Committee on "colleges". He has also 
not received that document. He felt that it was irresponsible for the 
Student Association to come into the Senate meeting and say now that they 
oppose it and that they have not had an opportunity, because of their own 
apathy, to join in the process of debating this issue. 


Ms. Brown advised that the L.E.S.A. had attempted to take part in the 
discussion but each time they have been told that they were too late. Also, 
the Committee meetings have been held during the day making it difficult, 
if not impossible, for L.E.S.A. representatives to attend them. She 
reiterated that the fear was that the proposal for a Centre for Mature 
Students would lead to the alienation of mature students.’ 


It was pointed out that Dr. Wall had made reference earlier to the high 
dropout rate among students in the M.S.P. programme and that one of the 
reasons for establishing a Centre for Mature Students was precisely to 
address ourselves to that problem. 


With reference to the statement at the bottom of page 7 in document 
US-78-2 that: "The categories of students which the Centre is likely to 
attract will be the adults who return to the University for another degree 
or for a diploma or certificate of some kind", it was assumed that that 
statement was wiped out by the information contained in the Report from 
the Committee on "colleges" (DOC-US-78-2-D2) which states quite 
clearly that the "college" applied only to students who were in their first 
few University credits under the Mature Entry programme. 


It was pointed out that the proposal, rather than delaying integration of 
mature students into regular University programmes would actually help 
those students to integrate through much needed academic counseling, 
special seminars, etc. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that it seemed that whatever the merits of the 
proposal may be, it would be unfortunate to vote on it against the 
background of obviously differing opinions or perhaps simply 
misunderstanding at to what it was about. This was not the kind of issue 
that was likely to be clarified by debating it on the floor of Senate, and he 
wondered if it would not be better to table this discussion for a week and 
ask the Provost or the people proposing the Centre, to communicate with 
the L.E.S.A. or otherwise, so that we might at least have a better basis on 
which Senate may vote. However, he emphasized that that was up to Senate 
to decide. 


Senate was advised that Ms. Brown had been contacted by telephone and it 
had been explained to her that the whole purpose of the Centre for Mature 
Students was precisely not to alienate the mature students, and it was 
ironic that the L.E.S.A. should think otherwise. It was argued that no one 
would be segregated ,by the proposal, that no courses offered through the 
Centre would be exclusively for mature students, and that one of the 
essential aims of the Centre was to provide proper academic guidance for 
the students. 


It was argued that the proposal should not be tabled because we need to 
have something in place that has a name, that can represent the 
University, and that can offer the same kind of service outlined in the 
proposal, in order to attract students into the University rather than into 
the C.E.G.E.P.'s. 


It was stated that the idea for a Centre for Mature Students was a good one, 
but it was wondered whether Senate could be provided with, for the next 
meeting, a financial outline and information on where the locations for the 
Centre might be, and how many students it was likely to bring to the 
University, etc. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that Senate could be provided with overall statements 
on how much space would be desirable and how the average sixty-eight 
thousand dollars would be spent. However, as to where a "college" would 
be located, whether the space could be found, and whether we can actually 
find the money, that information would definitely not be available by next 
week. 


The feeling was expressed that Senators seemed to be confusing two 
different issues. The first was whether the proposal was a good idea, and 
the second was whether it was a good idea for a small unit such as 
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"college". It was argued that to encourage mature students to go through 
their programmes and to attempt to decrease the dropout rate among these 
students were great ideas, but it was not a good idea to turn this into a 
"college". 


Support was voiced for establishing the Centre now and that it should be 
expanded later on throughout the whole University. The feeling was also 
expressed that no new ideas or information was being added to the 
discussion and Senate should therefore proceed to vote on the motion. 


It was argued that some Senators seemed to be ignoring the section on page 
16 of document US-78-2-D6 that deals with research activities which 
the Centre would engage in. Insofar as that seemed to be an important 
element to those who projected this plan, Senators should be aware of the 
fact that in voting for the proposal, they would also be voting in favor of 
those other things that the Centre would be involved in. 


It was also explained that one reason for wanting to extend this service 
throughout the University was that, while the largest number of students 
might be associated with a mature student programme in Arts and Science 
at that level, they will perhaps identify their goals and objectives in that 
area of studies and then go on to Engineering for example. That was, it was 
quite possible that students would change their orientation at this 
particular period and it was important for us to stay very close to them at 
this time when they were being integrated into the University. 


With respect to the areas of research outlined on page 16 of the proposal 
(DOC-US-78-2-D2), Dr. Wall pointed out that in its Report the Senate 
Committee on "colleges" requested that the Centre not be involved in that 
kind of research, other than perhaps as an encourager to other areas 
within the University that were better qualified to do that. 

Senate indicated that it was ready to vote on the question. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


Next Meeting of Senate 


With respect to the meeting scheduled for next Friday, Dr. O'Brien 
advised that the Steering Committee suggested that if Senate wished, that 
could be held as an all-day meeting, beginning at 10:00 a.m., in order to 
continue discussion on any outstanding "college" proposals. 


Dr. Wall advised that he would like to make another motion which was of a 
different kind and which therefore might be able to be dealt with within 
the limited amount of time remaining for today's meeting. 


He read the recommendation from the Senate Committee on "colleges" 
concerning the proposal for a Liberal Arts College, which he explained 
was a motion to approve in principle and would require action later on. In 
that sense, it was different than the other motions already presented and 
approved by Senate. He wished to make the motion that it be approved and 
recommended to the Board of Governors and he explained that the 
implication was that there would be no students enroled in this "college" 
until further approval has been given, and that in any case, no students 
would be enroled until the Fall of 1979. 


It was wondered if it would make any difference whether the Board of 
Governors got into the action at this point or whether Arts and Science 
could appoint an administrator to continue the work and take it back up 
through the channels for next year. 


Dr. Wall felt that it was important that the proposal be approved now by 
Senate because it will require a great deal of time and effort on the part of 
the planners to negotiate with departments and without approval we would 
lose a good deal of the enthusiasm and support of those involved in the 
planning of the proposal. 


It was stated that there was no problem with Senate approving the 
proposal but there was concern about taking the proposal at this stage in 
development through to the Board of Governors. The Board would be called 
upon ultimately to decide on whether this unit was to be established, not 
whether the structure of the unit was being defined nor 
whether-negotiations were going on and it was difficult to understand how 
members of the Board could vote on the proposal at this stage. 


Dr. Wall explained that in order to do the job properly, some small 
amounts of money and space would be required over the next year and 
while he had no serious questions about taking the proposal to the Board, 
he did have very strong feelings about Senate approving it. 


Objection was voiced to the idea of approval in principle, it being argued 
that this was a "college" that had a clear philosophy of education, and if we 
were ever going to get into the issues of the philosophy of education or 
whatever it was that we were trying to achieve in the long run, it would 
be more worthwhile to discuss it rather than pass it in principle and then 
wait a year to be able to talk about it, while at the same time a great deal 
of energy would have been spent on it by some people, without the 
assurance that it would then be passed. Also, it would be more appropriate 
to discuss the proposal at the next Senate meeting and if passed by Senate 
at that time, there would be much more of a commitment for the people 
involved to do the enormous amount of work required. 
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It was further argued that one often finds in the course of a Senate debate, 
suggestions, feelings or sentiments which would not otherwise be 
produced and which would be extremely valuable for a group working ona 
proposal as pedagogically impressive as the proposal for a Liberal Arts 
"College" (DOC-US-78-2-D7). Also, one would hate to lose the 
opportunity f or such suggestions or sentiments to emerge, simply 
because there was some haste in getting a vote on it at 5:05 p.m. ona 
Friday afternoon. 


Dr. Wall advised that he would like the proposal settled the same as any 
other proposal and he would like to have it debated. However, if it seemed 
that there was going to be a great deal of debate, it would have to be 
postponed to beyond next Friday, because most of the planners on this 
particular committee have already committed themselves to other things 
for that day. Senate could either debate the issue now and send the dossier 
on, or we could consider the Religious Studies proposal and postpone the 
debate on the Liberal Arts "College" proposal until another meeting of 
Senate. He emphasized however, that the people involved have worked 
extremely hard and he felt that they would take exception to the idea of 
being treated somehow or other as just a planning committee. 


It was suggested that discussion on the proposal could be in now 9 while 
members of the planning committee were present to answer questions, 
but if Senate was not ready to vote within a half hour, the proposal should 
be put over to another meeting. Senate agreed to the suggestion. 


Liberal Arts "College' 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WALL, SECONDED BY DEAN FRENCH, THAT THE 
FOLLOWING RESOLUTION BE APPROVED AND RECOMMENDED TO THE 
BOARD OF GOVERNORS FOR ITS APPROVAL: "THAT SENATE APPROVES IN 
PRINCIPLE THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE UNIT REFERRED TO IN 
DOCUMENT US-78-2-D7 AS THE LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE, AS AMENDED 
BY THE REPORT FROM THE SENATE COMMITTEE CN 'COLLEGES' 
(DOC-US-78-2-D2), AND RECOMMENDS THE APPOINTMENT OF 
AN"INTERIM ADMINISTRATOR. BEFORE ANY STUDENTS ARE ADMITTED TO 
THE UNIT (REFERRED TO IN DOCUMENT US-78-2-D7 AS THE LIBERAL 
ARTS COLLEGE), HOWEVER, THE ADMINISTRATOR MUST REPORT TO THE 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON 'COLLEGES' (BEFORE 15 J ANUARY 1979) 
CONCERNING THE 'UNIT'S' PROGRESS IN CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT 
AND CONCERNING ITS NEGOTIATIONS WITH DEPARTMENTS ON 
PROGRAMMES. THE SENATE COMMITTEE WILL REPORT ITS FINAL 
RECOMMENDATION TO SENATE AFTER THE ADMINISTRATOR REPORTS." 


Responding to a question concerning the location of the proposed unit, Dr. 
Wall advised that the Liberal Arts "college" if approved, would be located 
on one campus only, but which one has yet to be determined. He also 


explained that the seven courses outlined in the proposal 
(DOC-US-78-2-D7) would be offered by faculty members from 
departments but would be housed in the "college". 


During the discussion concerns were also expressed over the total number 
of credits for a degree that students in the Liberal Arts "college" would be 
required to complete, particularly those students in honours 
programmes; methods for determining competence in English; the second 
language requirement and its possible effect on future enrolments in the 
"college"; the use of the word "college"; the high academic average 
requirement in relation to the selection process for people applying for 
entrance to the "college", particularly those coming directly from the 
C.E.G.E.P.'s; the deleterious effect on the quality of education in other 
moderately-sized courses, caused by extracting from them a select group 
of high calibre students; and the extremely heavy commitment in the 
"college" resulting from the 18 out of 30 credit requirement in the first 
two years. 


With respect to the curriculum that was projected in the proposal, Dr. 
Wall agreed that there was a great deal of work yet to be done which would 
require considerable negotiations with departments and he explained that 
was one of the main reasons why the planning committee needed a one year 
lead in time before implementing the Liberal Arts "college". He felt that 
this was by far the most academic of all the proposals that have come 
forward and the committee really needed that extra time in order to do the 
job properly. 


The feeling was expressed that what was before Senate was a most 
impressive schema, both pedagogically and intellectually, and those 
people responsible for the proposal (DOC-US-78-2-D7) ought to be 
very proud of it. However, it was also felt that there were very few 
students who could be expected to cope with the academic demands of this 
programme. To expect students to be able to handle in their first year out 
of C.E.G.E.P., with C.E.G.E.P. preparation being what it was, such things as 
Aristotle's Poetics, Hobbes' Leviathan, etc., were expecting an awful lot. 
It was pointed out that a recent study at J ohn Abbot showed that 83 
percent of the entering class at the MacDonald campus failed a literacy 
test. 


On the basis of that, one would seriously wonder how many students one 
would find presently in the University or who would come to the 
University anyway, who would be' interested and capable of following a 
programme which has as strenuous and pedagogical admirable 
requirements as this one. At the same time, it was wondered how many 
students who would ordinarily not come to Concordia would be attracted by 
the Liberal Arts "college". 
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Concern was also expressed over the 42-credit core requirement which, 
it was argued, left very little room for specialized departmental work for 
such things as Bacc. Spécialisé and honours programmes and even if 
departments recognize cognate courses in core disciplines, it would still 
be very difficult for students to satisfy the curricular demands of honours 
programmes. It was also argued that the return ratio, that was, the ratio 
between the numbers of students that this programme would take from 
departments and th6,numbers of new students that would be attracted to 
Concordia, was much narrower than what it might be for other "colleges", 
particularly the Women's Institute. 


It was suggested that Senate should possibly consider approving the 
Liberal Arts "college" as proposed in document US-78-2-D7 with the 
proviso that it must have pre-registered a minimum number of students 
prior to September in the year of implementation. 


It was argued that if a pre-registered minimum requirement was to be 
applied, it should be applied to all "colleges". It was further argued that 
the "colleges", and in particular the Liberal Arts "college", would provide 
us with an opportunity to do something that was not being done anywhere 
else in Quebec, to attract new students, and to generate an image for the 
Faculty which it has not had. 


Adjournment 


The meeting adjourned at 5:50 p.m., with the understanding that debate on 
the "college" proposals would resume at 10:00 a.m. next Friday. 


J ohn Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


